Pledges Contradicted, Proxmire Says 

AF Memo on Ways 



By Bernard D. Nossiter 

WashlngtofTPost^taff Writer 

Congressional investiga- 
tors yesterday turned up an 
Air Force memo describing 
three ways to fire efficiency 
expert A. Ernest Fitzgerald. 
He is the man who told Con- 
gress that the C-5A trans- 
port would cost the Govern- 
ment S^Jbiliion more than it 
bargained for. 

Sen. William Proxmire 
(D-Wis.), chairman of the 
committee before which 
Fitzgerald had appeared, 
called this “the most shock- 
ing retaliation against a 
public servant I have seen 
in the 11 years I have been 
in the Senate.” He said that 
the memorandum “directly 



contradicted” pledges by Air 
Force officials that no ac- 
tion would be taken against 
Firzgerald for speaking out. 

At the same time, the Pen- 
tagon announced that it was 
buying 23 more of the high- 
priced giant jets from the 
Lockheed Corp. An Air 
Force official indicated that 
the cost of this latest order 
would run about $541 mil- 
lion. 

The explosive document 
was disclosed at a hearing 
of Proxmire’s Economy Sub- 
committee of the Joint Eco- 
nomic Committee. On the 
stand was Robert H. 
Charles, the Air Force As- 
sistant Secretary for instal- 
lations and logistics. 



to Fire Aide Cited 



Proxmire reminded 
Charles that Fitzgerald had 
been stripped of Civil Serv- 
ice protection *12 days after 
his original testimony about 
the C-5A cost over-run last 
November. Charles insisted 
that a “computer error” had 
given Fitzgerald the protect- 
ion in the first place. 

No further action against 
Fitzgerald is planned? Prox- 
mire asked. 

None, replied Charles. 

Then Proxmire read him a 
memo entitled “Background 
Information Relating to the 
Fitzgerald Case,” dated Jan. 
6 and addressed to the Air 
Force Secretary, Harold 
Brown, by his administra- 
tive assistant John Lang. 



The document explained 
that Fitzgerald, the Deputy 
for Management Systems to 
the Air Force assistant sec- 
retary for financial manage- 
ment, could be removed in 
three ways. One was to 
bring him up on charges in 
order to “promote the effi- 
ciency of the service.” 
Another was to make a 
“reduction in force,” Civil 
Service terminology for 
abolishing his job. The 
memo observed that Fitzger- 
ald had not come to his post 
from any other Government 
position and, therefore, 
“could neither ‘bump’ nor 
displace anyone” else. 

“There is a third possibil- 
See PLANE, A7, Col. 1 
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ity, which could result in 
Mr. Fitzgerald’s departure,” 
Lang wrote Brown. ‘‘This ac- 
tion is not recommended 
since it is rather under- 
handed and would probably 
not be approved by the Civil 
Service Commission.” 

The “underhanded” tech- 
nique, Lang explained, 
would be to convert Fitzger- 
ald’s post to a career job 
and hold a competition to 
fill it. 

Charles, unruffled, said he 
thought the Lang memo was 
simply “outlining various 
things that could happen 
under certain conditions.” 

Proxmire retorted that it 
didn't sound as if the Air 
Force was about to promote 
its embattled efficiency ex- 
pert. Charles would concede 
^nly that “the wording was 
jnfortunate.” 

Almost lost in the ex- 
:hange was the cause of the 
:ontroversy, the C-5A. As 
Charles saw it, “wje are dis- 
jointed with the in- 
•reased costs” but “it is an 
outstanding program.” 

According to his arithme- 
ic, the entire planned order 
»f 120 planes will only cost 
4384 million or a near $882 
nillion more than was esti- 
nated. The difference be- 
ween his figure and Fitz- 
e raid’s $2 billion over-run 
? traceabte to two factors, 
rimarily. Charles is not 
Dunting an extra $350 mil- 
on to be spent making the 



big plane even bigger. He is 
also leaving out about $650 
million in additional costs 
that the Government now 
expects to pray for spare 
parts and auxiliary items. 

Charles also testified that 
as much as $500 million of 
the balooning cost could be 
explained by “inflation.” 
Proxmire quickly pointed 
out that this was allowing 
for an inflationary rate far 
in excess of any Govern- 
ment index. 

Precisely what the Gov- 
ernment will pay for its 
latest order of 23 planes, an 
addition to the 58 it has 
already purchased, is un- 
clear for several reasons. 
Charles said that the “fly 
■away costs” of the new batch 
would run to $541 million. 
However, he left out the cost 
of the rapidly rising spare 
parts and did not figure in 
the Pentagon’s peculiar “re- 
pricing formula.” 

Under this device, the 
greater the expense that 
Lockheed shows on its first 
production run, the more 
the Government pays for ad- 
' ditional planes. For example, 
if costs run 35 per cent more 
than estimated, the Air 
Force pays 107.5 per cent of 
its contract price. But if 
costs run 100 per cent more, 
the Air Force pays 240 per 
cent of the contract price. 
For Proxmire and -others on 
his subcommittee, this was 
an open invitation to Lock- 
heed to keep its original cost 
estimates low and balloon 
them thereafter. But Charles 
refused to agree. 



